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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S. C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1 to 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Independent claims 1,11, and 21 are directed to non-statutory subject matter 
because tliey set forth only abstract mathematic elements, without relation to anything 
in the real world, and do not produce a useful, concrete, and tangible result. See MPEP 
2106. The independent claims are not directed to, and do not operate on, any physical 
thing, e.g. speech samples, nor are they drawn to a concrete application, e.g. a speech 
recognition system or a speaker recognition system. "A classification system, 
"Gaussian mixture models", "at least one derived function", "a global model", and "a 
target model" are all merely abstract mathematical entities. Thus, Applicants' method 
does not produce any concrete and tangible result, nor is it tied to any real world 
application, as it is directed only to manipulation of abstract mathematical quantities. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a qubtation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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Claims 1 to 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as falling to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claims contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

Independent claims 1,11, and 21 are misdescriptive insofar as they do not 
correctly set forth the interrelationships of the elements set forth by the Specification. 
Applicants' Specification provides several individual descriptions of the invention, but 
the independent claims, as amended, do not properly correlate the steps of the 
individual descriptions. 

Firstly, it does not appear that the step of providing a classification system 
including at least one structural parameter is distinct from the step of utilizing Gaussian 
mixture models for representing a global model. It is maintained that the Gaussian 
mixture models represent the major element of the classification system, and are 
defined by structural parameters including a likelihood of an utterance given a model. 
Thus, the step of providing a classification system should be merged with utilizing 
Gaussian mixture models. It is misdescriptive to suggest that structural parameters 
preexist the Gaussian mixture models, as the order of claiming would imply. 

Secondly, the scope of the claimed element, "at least one derived function", is 
not well defined, so that "at least one derived function" is not well described by the 
Specification. The Specification describes several functions that could qualify as "at 
least one derived function" - a likelihood ratio between the target and world model 
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(Page 5), an average likelihood (Pages 5 and 6), a discriminant function (Page 6), and a 
function of the likelihoods on the selected model set (Pages 7 and 8). Applicants should 
clarify where the "at least one derived function" is described by the Specification. 
Apparently, "at least one derived function" may be a function of the likelihoods, and can 
be a linear function f(x) = x or a rank function, described in the Specification, Pages 7 
and 8, Steps 4 and 5. However, Applicants should confirm that functions of the 
likelihoods are "at least one derived function". 

Thirdly, it does not appear that adapting the classification system is distinct from 
the step of selecting a model set from the global model set. Applicants' Specification, 
Pages 7 to 8, Step 5, discloses that the new parametric model is obtained from 
adaptation data by selecting one or more mixture components from a Gaussian rriixture 
model to obtain a new model through, e.g., the function f(x) = x. Thus, the step of 
adapting the classification system should be merged with the step of selecting a model 
set. It is misdescriptive to suggest that they are distinct steps. 

Claims 1 to 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, because the 
specification, while being enabling for adaptation of a classification system for speech 
recognition, speaker recognition, and speech verification, does not reasonably provide 
enablement for adaptation of any classification system. The specification does not 
enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and use the invention commensurate in scope with these claims. 
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Applicants' Specification only discloses adaptation of a classification system 
directed to speech recognition, speaker recognition, and speech verification. Thus, 
claiming a method, apparatus, and program storage device for adapting any 
classification system may be broader than the scope of disclosure. Here, it would 
involve undue experimentation to adapt any classification system when only adaptation 
of a classification system for speech recognition, speaker recognition, and speech 
verification is disclosed by the Specification, as doing so would involve undue 
experimentation under In re Wands, 858 F.2d 731, 737, 8 USPQ2d 1400, 1404 (Fed. 
Cir. 1988). The factors for undue experimentation are set forth by MPEP 2164.01(a): 

2164.01(a) Undue Experimentation Factors 

There are many factors to be considered when determining whether there is 
sufficient evidence to support a determination that a disclosure does not satisfy the 
enablement requirement and whether any necessary experimentation is "undue." 
These factors include, but are not limited to: 

(A) The breadth of the claims; 

(B) The nature of the invention; 

(C) The state of the prior art; 

(D) The level of one of ordinary skill; 

(E) The level of predictability in the art; 

(F) The amount of direction provided by the inventor; 

(G) The existence of working examples; and 
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(H) The quantity of experimentation needed to make or use the invention 
based on the content of the disclosure. 

Independent claims 1,11, and 21 fail to be enabling for commensurate scope 
due to a number of these factors. Applicants have disclosed no working examples for 
any adaptation of a classification system other than directed to speech. The 
independent claims are broader than the scope of the Specification, which is directed 
only to adaptation of a speech or speaker recognition system. Moreover, one skilled in 
the art could not readily predict that the method of adaptation of models for speech 
would be readily applicable to other classification systems. Finally, no applications to 
other classification systems are disclosed or suggested by Applicants' Specification. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicants' arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
grounds of rejection, necessitated by amendnnent. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
Applicants* disclosure. 

Surges, Rahim, Kuhn et al., Farrell et al., Sejnoha, and Maes disclose related art. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Martin Lerner whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
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7608. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM to 6:00 PM Monday to 
Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David R. Hudspeth can be reached on (571) 272-7843. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Martin Lerner 
Examiner 

Group Art Unit 2626 



